THE BRINGING FORTH OF THE WORK OF ART 


contemporary will-to-art is neither often nor signifi- 
cantly redefined (as in the seventeenth century in for 
example France) the range of possible understandings of 
the contemporary will-to-art is often very narrow which 
means that in those periods the uninformed spectator al- 
most never encounters formalizations/implementations of 
the contemporary will-to-art that appear to him to be 
significant deviations from the golden aesthetic mean 

so to speak certainly Les Indes galantes of Jean-Philippe 
Rameau or Le Bourgeois Gentilhomme of Molière for exam- 
ple were not considered controversial and/or shocking 

by seventeenth-century spectators nor are they regarded 
as such by spectators of the twentieth century (5) Sub- 
periods in the history of art in which the contemporary 
will-to-art is the will-to-abstraction are never sub- 
periods of primary periods in the history of art in which 
the will-to-art is the will-to-empathy (6) Sub-periods 
in the history of art in which the contemporary will-to- 
art is the will-to-empathy are never sub-periods of pri- 
mary periods in the history of art in which the will-to- 
art is the will-to-abstraction (7) Sub-periods in the 
history of art in which the contemporary will-to-art re- 
sults in autonomous-aesthetic phenomena in which are in- 
carnated indicators of space and time that are either 
exclusively empirical or exclusively nonempirical are 
invariably the utlimate sub-periods of primary periods 
in the history of art (8) Sub-periods in the history of 
art in which the contemporary will-to-art results in au- 
tonomous-aesthetic phenomena in which are incarnated in- 
dicators of space and time that are neither exclusively 
empirical nor exclusively nonempirical are invariably 
the initial sub-periods of primary periods in the his- 
tory of art (9) Periods in the history of art that are 
composed of a great number of sub-periods--the number 

of sub-periods in a given primary period is not it must 
be understood necessarily directly related to the actual 
length of the primary period although primary periods of 
great length tend to have more sub-periods than rela- 
tively short primary periods--are certainly neither more 
nor less important in the history of art than periods 
that are composed of a relatively small number of sub- 
periods (10) The number of autonomous-aesthetic phe- 
nomena created in a relatively long primary period in 
the history of art that is composed of a great number 
of sub-periods is not necessarily greater than the num- 
ber of autonomous-aesthetic phenomena that are created 
in a relatively short primary period in the history of 
art that is composed of a small number of sub-periods. 





